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West's Key Number Digest 


West's Key Number Digest, Courts@=*13.3(7), 13.3(11) 


A defendant doing or transacting business in the state by engaging in systematic and 
continuous contacts with the state may be subject to general personal jurisdiction unlimited 
by the nature of the claim or its relationship to those contacts. 


For purposes of general personal jurisdiction,! not limited by the nature of the claim or its 
relationship to the defendant's contacts with the form,” the defendant must be doing business in the 
state by engaging in systematic and continuous contacts with the state’ or must be doing substantial 
and continuous business in the forum.* The defendant must be doing business in the forum not 
occasionally or casually? but with a fair measure of permanence and continuity.° The finding must 


be one consistent with presence in the forum jurisdiction.’ 
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The primary focus in determining whether the defendant is conducting substantial and continuous 
business in the state requires the court to look at the amount, kind, and continuity of activities 


carried out by the nonresident.® A defendant's activities must be considered collectively and show a 
general course of business activity in the forum for pecuniary benefit.’ Limited, 19 isolated, random, 
fortuitous, attenuated, l insubstantial, and episodic contacts with the forum are not sufficient. la 


Mere purchases in the state are not sufficient. "? 


Usually, a defendant subject to general personal jurisdiction must be engaged in longstanding 
business in the forum state, such as marketing or shipping products or performing services or 


maintaining one or more offices there,'* and such factors are considered as the presence of 
an office, employees, and bank account within the state, "° agents within the state,!° and the 
solicitation of business in the state.'’ Under a "solicitation plus" standard applied in some states, 
once a solicitation of business in the state is found in any substantial degree, very little more is 


necessary. = 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


Factors relevant, but not dispositive, to the analysis of whether a defendant has engaged in a general 
course of business activity in the state for pecuniary benefit to establish that a defendant is carrying 
on business for the purposes of Florida's long-arm statute include the presence and operation of an 
office in Florida, the possession and maintenance of a license to do business in Florida, the number 
of Florida clients served, the percentage of overall revenue gleaned from Florida clients, and there 
must be a nexus between the alleged causes of action and the alleged business activities. Fla. Stat. 
Ann. § 48.193(1)(a). Hinkle v. Continental Motors, Inc., 268 F. Supp. 3d 1312 (M.D. Fla. 2017), 
appeal dismissed, 2017 WL 5635149 (11th Cir. 2017). 


Fact that nationwide railroad engaged in business in the state did not confer specific jurisdiction 
over out-of-state employee's action for injuries sustained in another state; fact that railroad was 
a national company that did the same type of business in the forum state as in the rest of the 
country did not mean it could be sued anywhere. State ex rel. Norfolk Southern Railway Company 
v. Dolan, 512 S.W.3d 41 (Mo. 2017). 
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